COMPARISON OF H. RES. 9, 95th Congress, TO H. RES. 1540, 94th Congress 


Mr. Chairman, House Resolution 9, introduced by Mr. 

Wright on January 4, 1977, to re-establish the Select Committee 
on Assassinations is different from House Resolution 1540, 

94th Congress, which initially authorized the Select Committee. 
The purpose for the additions to the original authorizing 
resolution are to state and express legislative purpose, 
broaden the language of the resolution to withstand antici- 
pated legal challenges to subpoenas and to promote the efficiency 
of the inquiry by allowing specifically designated Committee 
counsel to take sworn statements from witnesses. 

First, H. Res. 9, creates a Select Committee on Assassi- 
nations effective January 3, 1977. The language creating 
the Select Committee is the same as H. Res. 1540, with the 
additions of the effective date and the name of the Select 
Committee. 

Second, while H. Res. 1540, authorized an investigation 
into the circumstances surrounding the "death" (s) of President 
John Kennedy and Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr., H. Res. 9, 
provides for an investigation into the "assassination, 
murder, homicide and death" of President Kennedy and Dr. King. 
While the additional language, assassination, murder , homicide. 
does not broaden the scope of the inquiry, the additional, 
language provides a broader legal basis for the enforcement 
of subpoenas. For example, i£ a court were to narrowly 
construe the term "death" it may conclude that "death" is 
not per se illegal and thus not enforce a critical subpoena. 
Clearly, assassination, murder and homicide are illegal 
and comport with our express legislative purpose for the 
inquiry. 

Third, unlike H. Res. 1540, H. Res. 9, provides an express 
legislative purpose. I would like to point out that the 
addition of the express legislative purpose does not confer 
legislative jurisdiction on the Select Committee but does 
provide that legislative recommendations would be made to 
the House. Those recommendations would then be referred 
to the appropriate Standing Committees of the House who have 
jurisdiction over the subject matter. Even though the Supreme 
Court of the Uhited States recognized that "the power of 
inquiry— with process to enforce it is an essential and 
appropriate auxiliary to the legislative function, " the 
bounds of a congressional inquiry are limited by the areas 
in which Congress can legislate. Thus, in anticipation of 
challenges to the enforcement of subpoenas we have enumerated 
specific areas in which the Congress has legislated. 

Fourth, we have added the words, u in any other country," 
to allow the Select Committee or a subcommittee thereof 
to take testimony outside of the Uhited States. Again, this 
addition does not broaden the substantive authority of the 
Committee but simply broadens the places at which the Committee 
may sit and take testimony. We feel this addition is necessary 
since both Lee Harvey Oswald and James Earl Ray traveled 
outside of the Uhited States. 

Fifth, we have added a provision to authorize designated 
counsel to take statements from any wirness who is placed 
under oath. This provision is similar to a provision used 
by the House Impeachment Committee and which is contained 
In H. Res. 803, Section 2(a), 93rd Congress. It is also 
similar to the authority contained in Section 3(a) of S. 

Res. 60, which established the Select Committee on Presidential 


Campaign Activities. Additionally, the taking of statements 
or depositions under oath is consistent with Rule 28 of the 
Federal Rules of Civil Procedure. The purpose of this provision 
is to promote the efficiency of the investigation by avoiding 
the necessity and expense of having Committee Members travel 
to take testimony or of bringing wirnesses to Washington. 
Similarly, if a witness wishes to volunteer information, 
the witness will be less likely to volunteer false or mis- 
leading information if the statemnt which he gives is under 
oath. Of course the Committee will establish strict guidelines 
for the taking of such statements to fully insure that the 
rights of witnesses are protected. We believe that this 
method of taking such statements is entirely consistent 
with the conduct of a professional investigation. 

Sixth, H. Res. 9 provides that "one-third of the Members" 
shall constitute a quorum. This language is consistent with 
House Rule XI, Clause 2(h), as adopted by H. Res. 5, 95th 
Congress, January 4, 1977. 

Seventh, we have added, "or any subcommittee thereof," 
to the language providing for the issuance of subpoenas . 

Since two subcommittees were formed during the last Congress, 
the provision would clearly delegate the authority to authorize 
subpoenas to the subcommittees as it would to the Chairman 
of the full committee. 

Eighth, we have added language which expressly provides 
for contempt of Congress and to the granting of immunity 
to witnesses by the Select Committee. While this authority 
is already provided by the cited statute*, we noted that the 
Senate Select Committee on Presidential Campaign Activities 
authorizing resolution (S. Res. 60) contained such a provision. 
That provision was the subject of litigation in the United 
States District Court for the District of Columbia as it 
related to David R. Young. Again, it does not broaden the 
authority of the Select Committee but in the event this 
provision would involve litigation it would be clearly con- 
tained in our authorizing resolution. 

Finally, we have added a provision in the Resolution 
which provides for the adoption of written rules. Unfor- 
tuantely, the Select Committee did not adopt rules other 
than the Rules of the House when it was initially created 
and this provision would mandate the adoption of such rules. 

In summary, Mr. Chairman, the changes which are contained 
in H. Res. 9, which were not contained H. Res. 1540, were 
added incontemplation of challenges to the enforceability 
of our subpoenas and to provide a clear legislative purpose 
for the inquiry. 


